accompanying groundwater reuse plan for the additional
500,000 gpd. This component must be compatible with the

groundwater reuse plan to be submitted to us pursuant to

Resolution 88-88.




3. Contention: There are substantial questions of

fact or law regarding the dispute action.

Finding: As discussed above, there are substantial
technical questions of féct as to whether the Gap well as
required by the Regionél Board is needed at all. We will be
addressing these in greater detail as part of our review of the
petition as a whole. After review of the record, we will also be
able to determine whether the requiremént is based upon

substantial evidence, as is legally required.
'IIT. CONCLUSION

A stay of Task 1 and the last sentence of Task 2 is
appropriaté. We find that the petitionef could be substantially
‘harmed by preparing an'exténsive technical report and reuse plan
for a large amount of water, from a well which may ultimately be
determined unnecessary. It also appears that no other persons
would be harmed by a possiblé delay in'preparihg the disput-.a
technical feport,'as the pvérall cleanup is dontinuing. Finally,
the need for the well itself is in dispute, raising substantial

queétions of fact.



IV. ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT the reguested stay of
Provision C2.a Task 1 and the last sentence of Provision C2.b

Task 2 is granted.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the
Board, does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true,

and correct copy of an order duly and regularly adopted at a

Ciive g uwaiaa oy w

meeting of the State Water Resources Control Board ﬁeld_on
December 15, 1988. ' ’

AYE: W. Don Maughan

Darlene E. Ruiz
Edwin H. Finster
Eliseo M. Samaniego
Danny Walsh

NO: None

ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: None

Administrative Assistant
to the Board







